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innovation, as one means .to meet perceived. organizational needs. And, finally,
’ - »
the moqus assume that thé grganization is an independent system interacting with

its environment and drawing‘innovations from the eniirbpment which increase gts
capacity to mept organizational goals. More detailed d¥scussions of innovation
process model$ may be found in.Di11 and FEriedman, (1979) and Go]dste;n, M. (1979).

A éonce tual framework o; the diffusion of innovations iﬁ education is pro-
vide& by Hu ,’Ke;ter and Martin (1973).,'%hey identified five &imensiops within
which the $£read of innovation might be studied: (a) the chénge_gdéocate, (b) the
innovationi (c) the targeted consumer of the innovation, (d) the strategies for
diffusion o6f the {;;ovation, and (e) the impact ofgthe innovation. This paper fo- °
cusgs'on gimen§ions of the fégmﬁwo;k concerned with the éhange advocate and stra- -,
tegies and tac£i$s for diffusion.

The.ghange advocate. While a sizable literature has been devoted to descrip-

tions of external change agents. in education (Haverock, 1973;" Mahan, 1972; Miles,

1964; Rogers‘and Svenning, 1969; Zaltman, Florio ard Stkorski, 1977), the impor- -

-~

tance of strong internal advocacy for successful change efforts is also stressed. *

‘

Internal advocates; committed to the innovation and knowledgeable about it, were \

considered to be essential to the success of the innovation process (Havé]ock, 1973,

4

House, 1974{. A conclusion drawn by Gross, Giacquinta and Bernstein (1971) frgm
thgir study of UEP1ementation 6?45 role change mode]ﬂby teachers was .that the, degree
of successfu? imp1emen£ation of innovations is.a function of the degree to which
the school's leadership creates conditibgs in which fnhovation; can be initiated and
maintained. - ‘

[ '
{ -

Scholars have articulated widely varying expectations for the administrator's ?
.role as advocate of educational innovations. These expectations.range from a view

of the administrator as a central force for innovation in the system (Brickeli, 1961;
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innovation, as one means .to meet perceived.organizational needs. And, finally,

- k]
the modgTs assume that th&grganization is an independent system interacting with

-

its environment and drawing innovations from the environment which increase its
capatity to mekt organizational goals. More detailed d¥scussions of innovation

process model$ may be found in.Dill and Eriedman, (1979) and Goldstein, M. (1979).

A conceptual framework of the diffusion of innovations in education is pro-

- “ " - .
vided by Huy1,’Kester and Martin (1973). They 1dentified five dimensions within

Id

which the séread of %ﬁnovation might be studied: (a) the change_gdéocate, (b) the

i

innovation, (c) the targeted consumer of the innovation, (d) the strategies for
diffusion of the {;;ovation, and (e) the impact of the innovation. This paper fo-
cusqs'on dimensions of the ff;m%wo;k concerned with the éhange advocate and stra- -,
tegles and tacfiFS for diffusion.

The.ghagge advocate. While a sizable Titerature has been devoted, to descrip-

tions of external change agents. in education (Haverock, 1973;’ﬂahan, 1972; Miles,

1964; Rogers¢and Svenning, 1969; Zaltman, Florio and Sikorski, 1977), the impor;*'

-

tance of strong internal advocacy for successful change efforts is also stressed. *

‘

Internal advocates; committed to the innovation and knowledgeable about it, were

considered to be essential to the success of the innov&tion process (Havé]ock, 1973;
House, 1974i. A conclusion drawn By Gross, Gfacqhinta and Bernstein (1971) from
thgir study of QgP1ementation afié role change mode])by teachers was .that the degree
of successfub imp]emenfation of innovatiéns is a function of the degree to which

the school's leadership creates conditibps in which innovations can be initiated and

maintained. ' -
L. r{ o

Scholars have articulated widely varying expectations for the adminigtrator's ?

’

'
.role as advocate of educational innovations. These expectations.range from a view

of the admini'strator as a central force for innovation in the system (Bricke1i, 1961;




Niedermeyer and Elam, 1977; Wayland, 1964) to a view of the administrator as the

. Y .
creator of both a-climate and the canditions within which others in the system are.
able to innovate (Fullan, 1972; Gallaher, 1965; Kievit, 1975;0Mi11er, 1969). .

. ¢ ? .

R . \ . .

Dealing more specifical®y with the status and role of the educational adminis-

trator, Have]ock‘(1269) noted that the advocate is the person who acts as the link

-

or gatekeeper between the consumer system and new‘know1edge,'in the form of inno- -
vation, that is brought 1nto the systen Farr (1969) found that gatekeepers tend
to be in pos1t1ons of s11ght1y higher status than those whom they 1nf1uence Fur-

o\
ther, he noted that gatekeepers are the most frequent targets of information about -
»
educational innovat1ons and that "they exert a d1sproport1onate ahount of 1nf1uence
in the adoption of new jdeas in~education" {p. 10). Studies by Palin (1973) and

Nias (1973) reported that individuals who were in the direct eommun]cation flow in

educational brganizations had higher status and more power than those who had mere
. s - N . ‘

limited access to information. Further, both studies found that‘these individua:s

-

had greater access to persons outside their organizations who were additional
- information resources., . ,

\

A synthesis of the literature concerning the change advocate suggests that this

individua] 1s (a) of slightly h1gher status than those whom he/she influences, (b)

. ’1n the d1rect communication flow to receive information concerning the funct1on1ng
" of the organizatjon, and fc) in contact with external 1nforpat10n sources to a
'greater degree than are his/her sqbqﬁdinates.  Widely vérying role expectations .have
been stated for the change advocate, from highly visible, active advocacy and

A\J

leadership of the innovation process to facilitative support of the innovat}ve ef-
i ) . 9 ’
forts of others. Nonetheless, 1t/:;j/general1y conceded that administrative support

for an innovation is necessary if the innovation attempt is to succeed.

Strategies and tactics. Several theorists have proposed change strategies .,
"4 ‘r




bases on the assumed behaviors or motiyes of pros ective consumers of innovations
. . A

-«

(Chin and Benne, 1969; Giacquinta, 1973; Guba, 1968; Sieber, 1972). An.analysis of
common thepmes shows three basig approackes to change: rational, persuasive, and
coercive strategies.

Guba (1968) identified six tact1c9, telling, show1ng, heTp1ng, involving,.

-

training, and 1nterven1ng, wh1ch he viewed as the means that an advocate .might use
¥

to -interact with prospect1ve consumers of an 1nnovatgon. He noted that these tac-

tics mibht be used singly.or in combination, depending on the advocate's particular

3 I 3 i -
. objectives. N

*

Diffusion_tactfts were defineq by Brickell (1974) as "specific action(s) inten-

- ded to achieve .a limited short-term objectivef (p. 25). He identifieo the following

tactics that might be elements of a ratjonal strategy.
. 4

4
¢ disseminating information about innovations S
l - L A .

e supplying research-based evidence of the utility of the innovation

) -demonstratinb the 1nnovation to prospective°consémers

Research regarding these tact1cs indicates that dissemination of print 1ntor-
mation about innovations is the most overutilized tactic in the field of educat1on
(Rogers and Svenning, 1969; Turnbul] Thorefand Hutch1ns, 1974). It was also found
.that the impersonalness of print® resulted 1n Timited impact of this tact1c when

» -

used in isolation, which provokeé the authors to recommend that a]ternat1ve1%actics

4

-

19

enphasizino the direct involvemgpt of prospect%ve consumers mus¥ also be employsed.
N '

The usesof demonstration/observat1on-%act1cs has been studied by several researchers
Berman and McLaughl1n, LQ?S Mahan, 1972 Tornbull et al. 19?4) Most agree that

permitting consumers to observe the innovat1on in operat1on was a valuable tactic

k4

However, Turnbull et al (1974) found that demonstrat1on proJects,have not been the

panacea that some had thought .them togfe. They reported that the resu1ts of this

LI
’

-~
.
-
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tactic are‘uneven;'due to the need to train demonstrators‘in both the ose of the .
nnovation and;in ways'to interact with colleagues who are prospective implemen-
‘ tors of the ihnovation; . . . _' . : » —
! Brickel1-p1974) identified the.folloaing tactics whichimipht be .aspects of
a persuasive-strategyf

v

e appealing to‘professiona] norms BN .
) providing.ieadership opportunitieS'for consumers
' i. - o influencing consumers through~the prestige of-the deveioper
. involyiné.the constmer in development of the.innovation
, S distribpting semi-finished innovations

i

. training consumers to use the 1nnovation .

»

1

Nithin this s%rategy, training, trial use, and adaptation to local conditions are
. }{actics that\have received attention in the 11terature Training consumers to use
an 1nnovation has received conilstent support from researchers concerned with imple-
N mentation (Berman‘and McLaugnlin, 1975; Howes, 1977; Mahan, 1972; Turnbull et al.
1974-iWidner, 1977). Tprnbull et al. (1974) stressed that “innovations seem to
have tbe greatest prospect for success whEn they involve a tangible 'product’
coupled with provisions for training" (p. 3). Berman and McLaughlin (1975) and
Turnbull et al (1974) found that'staff training geared to the local site was espe-
- cially effective, particulariy when "how to" workshops giving feachers concrete
experiences with the innovation were conducted bf local personnel. Turnbull et al.
(1974) iopnd, too, that a hands-on approach was preferable to “show and tell"
training tactics Training of administrators was also cited in tne research as a
cr1t1ca1 tactic in promoting morale, cohesiveness and the problem -solving abili-
ties of those involved in the cbange effort (Bernan and McLaughlin, 1975; Mahan,

) 1972y Turnbull et al. 1974).

2




( o
Trial or experimental use of the'inqovation by a limited.number of éon&umers
has a]so been found effective as a tactic ta fit the innovation to the seffing,
and to determine if the 1nnovat1on will work 1in expect;d ways (Haber, 1963; ﬁa]],
:j974). Adaptatlon of the 1nnovat1on to the local sett1ng has, Tikewise, beén found
effective as a means to introduce innovation (Berman and McLaughlin, 1975). Turn-
bull et al. (1974) reported £hat involving teachers in the ongoing_evo]ution bf an
- innovation was also a usefu{ tactic. Invo]Qement was seen as éh incéntive,\and as
a means to establish local ownership of the innovation sqﬁfhat consumer; continued

7~

to use it once'the novelty had worn off. .

. Finally, Brickell (1974) identified the fo]]owiné'tactics as poxsible elements
within a coercive Etrategy. ¥ (
) . e enacting legislation ) Ct
e _invoking administrat%ve mandate - -

" o -applying pressure on the tonsumer through his/her constituencies
e allocating additional resources to implement the innovation ~

e supplying new materials and equipment

e negotiating with consumers to implement the innovation in exchange for
specified incentives

Within this strategy, two taCt1cs have reteived attent1on -- prov1d1ng tangible
'rewards and Fandat1ng use of the 1nnovat1on -~ and both have been treated cautlous1y
in the literature. Berman and MclLaughlin (1975) reported that money and-other
tangible rewards were nof effective. inducements for teachers to acquire new skills
if their own professional interests or concerns were not met through the use of the
innovation. Severa]fiésearchers have 11kew1se noted that mandating the use Pf an
innovation is a generally ineffective tactic (Berman and McLaughlin, 1975; Connelly,

1972; Mahan, 1972).

mm‘u

Drawing on the ';ear1ier formulations of change strategies Qnd tactics, Hull




. . (
and Kester (T9751 concluded that diffusion tactics could also be categorized into

sﬁrateg%e; based on assumptions about the needs of consumers of innovations. Thus,
they conceived the needs of consumers as: (1) the need for inférmation about the
innovation; (2) the need £o berﬁérsuaded to use the innovation by identifying it
with the consunfer persoﬁal or.professional vélues; and (3) the need to havé in-
centives given or withheld, ar to have the innovation mandated for use. Hull and
Kester's (1975) classification.system of strategies may be seen as coriceptually
simiTar to strptegies identified by eariier theorists. Withfn Fhe strategies, they
associated seven tactic types drawn from the work of Guba (1968) and Brickell (1974),
as shd@n in Figure 1. ' . '
Hull and Kester's (1975) formulation of i}rategies and tactic types differs
from earlier yohk in that the aythors specified a continuum of tactics conceptually
reflecting “the deg#ge of freedom experienced by the individual who 1is being gsked
to use iﬁgsfnnovation“ (p.-15). According to the authors, fhe tact%cs of least pres-
sure are those associated with telling the prospective consumer about the innovation,
while the greatest pressure is placed on the consumer through an advocate's use of
mandatq(order tactics. Thié stuay examined the logical structuring of tactic types
which Hull and Kester (1975) proposed,.qs a pre]imfnary step to-studyfng tﬁé\$ypes
of tactics used by speci;\ educatiBn ;Bministrators and supervisors to introduce

a curriculum innovation into their programs. To accomplish«this, it was necessary to:

[N
r

- specify the types of tactics that might be used by innovation advocates to .
facilitate introduction of an innovation, based on Hull and Kester's work;

- translate the tactic types into a measure to determine the extent to which
each tactic action was used by advocates, and to test the underlying fae-

torial structure of the tactic types; .
S : ¢

- specify the curriculum innovation to be used as ‘the vehicle to study tactic use;
and ) . >

- identify the appropriate universe from which to draw the sample for the study:

/

- ' / ’




f ! -
!
/
v | ” *
Figure 1 !
‘ E .t
a v ' - - :; ‘ =
~ _ STRATEGIES AND TACTICS .
STRATE&Y TACTIC ‘
[ (based on a consumer's (based on behaviors used by .
* needs regarding the . an innovation advocate' to ~ - \
innovation) influence a consumer)
INFORMATION . - % Ten
Show
Discuss
PERSUASION ‘ | Influence : «
1 -
Involve
! POKER ~"Reward/Puyish
Mandate/Order ° ’
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Methodology

The instrumentation developed for this study re]ied on the use of both struc-

tured and open -ended quest1ons to secure the data needed to determlne the type and

¢

J\degree of tact1c use by 1nnovat1on advocates. The instruments were a Leadership

Actrpns Survey and an Innovat1on Advocate Interv1ew Schedu]e The following infor-

mat1on describes  the procedures that were used to deveﬁop the 1nstruments, the

manner of data collection for each of .the instruments and the procedures used to

' estab115h rellab111ty of the instruments. _{

&

A Leadershlp Actlons Survey (LAS) was adapted from Hu]lﬁahd Kester's (1975)
. R SN _
Diffusion Tactlcs Develophent Survey. The processes of adaetjtizhfyhd revalidation

" are described below. e

Thirteen of the original 50 tactic examples were deleted since there was no

Y

< - o - .
clear agreement among the respondents to their survey concerning categorization of

the tactic example as reflecting arspecific tactic type.

i

A survey tontaining the remaining 37 tactic examples was readministered to

20 educators to insUre consistency of perception of tactic type with dete from
the earlier study, and to establish the percentage”of agreement for eACh tactic
M »

eiamp1e categorized. Agreement.by more than 70% of the respondents that a tactic
- example reflected-a specific. tactxc type was ach1eved for 29 of the 37 tactic ex-
amples. The 29. remaining tect1c examples were categorIZed ;EcordIng to tactic
type. Three eRamples were selectdd to represent each of tﬂe 7 tactic types (te11,
+» show, discuss, influence, involve, reward/punish, mandate/order), based'en the highest
percentage agheement among responden;s to the survey- a total of 21 tacttc examp]gs.

The tactic examples were then adapted in the fo]]ow1ng ways (1) a1l action

//
> verbs were changed to the past tense to denote an act a1reae%1comp1eted; (2) -the

term “user" was changed to "teacher\, and (3) in 5 instances, the wording of the
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tactic example was modified to reflect an action that might be taken by a local

v . ="
administrator. Having.made these addptations, the term "tactic example" was cﬁ?ﬁged
to "“actioh example" in the LAS. The LAS was readministered to 6 educators to cate-'

gorizé the action examples agcording to tactic type to insure that the meaning of

A

the action example did not vary substantively from the original tactic example, and

-

that each action exampie continued to reflect the tactic type by whlch it had ort-

‘ginaiiy been categorized. A minimum of '80% agreement was.echieved for each action

- A -
. ’ . ’ i
exanTp'I e. !

!

——

A ﬁikert-type scale was used to rate the extent to which the advocate used

the action depicted in each item. The continuum of responses ranged on a five-
> \ .
point scale to include the following categories: "all", "most", “half", "few", and

“none". Each point on the scale was defined for respondentSQ e.g., “most" - the

action was used with less than all, but more than half, of the teachers for whom

the curriculum was con51dered appropriate Marker items were 1nc1uded in the LAS

[N .

which paraphrased one item in each of the threetstvategies (information, persuasion,

power) to establish the internal consistency of innovation advocates' responses to
L , T
the Sur'vey. The marker items were not used in the data analyses.

Teiepbone interv1ews were also conducted with 1nnovatJon advocates The

-~

Innovation Ad¥ocate Interview Scheduie (IAIS) was designed to yield information to

14

~ supplement or augment data obtained on the LAS Jnd to confirm advocates ' reports

L

of the number of teachens in theit programs'who were in possession of the curricu]um
innoyation. In addition, several items were included that reflected actions that
might be taken by advocates to enhance“their potentia] fo gain awareness of inno-
vations and introduce the innovation into theJr programs, | o .

. Prior to data collection, the IAIS was piloted with spec1a1 education adminisl

trators comparab]e in status and role to innovation advécates. The instrument was

—




K 'y . » - ’ -~ . ¢ <@
) ! © . ~ N
A ] ¢ s B
13 ! ° i, ! ) M /
. .

modified based on thdir recommendations in tpe dreas of improved ciarity and conmuni-

H4
) cabiiity, and the amount of time requ1red for administration _ N
- él

] Data Collection and Anaiysis Fo]]dWing initia1 identification, advocates were

’

contacted by .1etter to explain the study in greater detaii and to enlist their co-

operatkpn in responding to the LAS Fo]]oWing receipt of the comp]eted Survey,
te]ephone interViews were conducted w1th the advocates InterViews were conducted
. by a 'single ing§IViewer who had been/trained in the interView procedures., Relia~ -
| bi]ity of responses to the interView schedu]e Jhas obtained through the use of a
. callback strategy in which 10% of the advocates were invoived ReinterViews used
a shortened version of the interview schedute and were conducted approximately
~ one month fo]]ow1ng the initia1 interView ‘Rate of agreement ranged between 86%
_ " and 93%, with aamean agreement of 89%. ‘ ' g \
,Deszriptive statistics were ca1cu1ated for the tactics used by the innovation

°

advocates, and seiectEd advﬁcate denographics The advocal’ tactics were-then":%

i h fsubJected to correiationai and factor analytic procedures. A1l analyses in this
study used parametric statistics. Pearson Product-Moment correiations were used
for a11 correiationai analyses. The-Tlevel of significance reported in the study
was .05: y "; JARE .\\\‘.

{ Innovatton. The curriculum innovation'used_in the study was the Social Learning

_ Curriculum (SLC) (Goldstein, H., 19%4).' The SLC was.conceived of and developed bv

s j, special educators for use with handicapped students. -The SLC is commercially avail-

» ab]e in kit form® and inc1udes a teacher s guide, phase books, and pp]emeptary
instructiona1 aids (ditto masters, stimulus pictures) Each phase book is’based“on
S o a particuiar soCial adaptive theme and may be.used independentiy of other phases

This makes,it pOSSibie for severa] teachers to use materiais from the kit SlmU]-

. taneously. This attribute of an innovation, labeled divisibility by Rogers (1962)

) n)m ‘ e (

-
i - T
o \‘F‘ - - ® 4
;
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has been found to infTuence the'diffusion of a curriculum innovation positively |,
(Camaren, 1§66) In the present study, possess1on of a kit or a phase book consti-
tuted a dlffu51on event . '

Sample_ Identlflcat1on. From info;uation provided by the publisher of the SLC,

it Las possible to .identify several hundred locations in 24 states where the dnno-
vation had been purchased and‘ where fn 1nd1v1dua1 nesponswle for purchasing the
SLC ‘might be 1dent1f1ed TH‘F information was grganlzed by state The states were
drawn at random to provide a priorfty system for contae£;;§ the individuals ini-
tially saent1f1ed as innovation advocates. Telephone contact was made with each
site, using a scripted procedure, to verify the'identity of the educator who had
served as local advocate for‘the innovation. Edghteen states ahd\D.C. were in-
cluded in the study based on the following ‘criteria: an innovation advocate could
be 1dent1f1ed and at least one set of cupriculum materials had been purchased for
classroom use. It was necessary to make 85 verification phone calls 12 order to

identify 50 sites for inclusion in, the study' Table 1 shows the reasons why 35

of the sites contacted did hot meet the criteria for part1c1pat10n in the study.

13

. Findings _ :

-

Sample,Characteristics. 0f the 50 administratorslidentified as Tnnovation

adVOcates 39 1nd1v1duals part1c1pated in the study (78%). Of this*group, 20 re-

°spondents were male and 19 were fema?e. Thelr.ages ranged from 26 to 56+ years

(X = 39.3 years). Ninety seven percent of the advocates had earned master's degrees;
of this group 62% had earned 30 credits beyond a master's degree or a doctoqete.
Three innovetjon advocates had. ne special education administrative experience. The
remaining 36 advoeates had a mean of 5.6 years of special education administrative
experience. Advocates' total nuubeh of years of professioha1 experience ranged f;om

4 to 34 years, with more than 25% of the advocates reporting mote than 20 years of

experience. The éverageﬁhumber of years of professional experience reported by the

12 14




i Réasons for Excluding §ites

Table 1.

from Participation in the Study

J "
. Number of Percent of
“Reason Respondents Respondents
— ‘ >
Teacher initiated purchase 8 23%
. .
Leadership person unTamiliar
wjth’the innovation 7 20%
Leadership person could not - 5
‘be reached.by telephone :/7 20% o
» - /
Innpvation advocate could nqt .
be identified : ¥ N 7 20%
H ﬁnnovatioq_gdxgcate relocated 4 - ©11%
Ma‘terials not yet in use -2 6%
7, — —
TOTAL 35 100%
K4
%
m—_&).:k; . J
s \&
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F 4
advocates, including administration, supervision, teaching, and other education-

s 7
~ related, activities, wrs 15, 4 years.*

Tab]e 2 shows the percentage of innovation according to the type of educat1ona1
7 Ay

settlng n}£h1n wh1ch they funct1on, and by the total pupii enroliment in thelr spe-

- cial education programs. ‘Examination of the 1nformat1on shows that the advocates

are well- distrf%ﬁted across both dimensions. Twenty pertent of the advocates were

I3

respon51b1e for the special education program in either individual public or private

3ch001s, or in institutional settings. The remaining 80% of the advocates worked
. pe -

-

in public school districts, or in multi-county or regional units. The edUcatjonaj

e

settings most represented in this study were city pub]fc school districts, and the
. . - - - &

_combined group of multi-county/regional units, with more than half of the educational
settingé reflectifg these two types~of administrative configurations.. Moré than
J

25% of the advocates worked in educat1ona1 settlngs where the1r responsibilities

extended beyond a single school dlstr1ct.

The pupil enrollmems. figures for special education, ADM, show that aThost one
third of the educational settings serne hetween 200 and 399 students. An addi-
o tional 25% of the settings serve more than 100Q students in their special education

programs. - . _ St .
C

Relationships between Tactic Types. Pearson Product-Monfent correlations be-
' <

tween tﬁe'itgms~representing each’tactif'type, by strategy, are presented in Table 3.

»

From the table it may be seen, that of the,gi corre]atione, sixteen significant |
relat{;nghips between tactic types were igentified.‘\Examinat{on of the relation-
ships between tactics within .and between strategies shows the following results.
‘Tactics constituting the information strateéy do not correlate higher with each other
“than they do with tactics reflective of the jother strategies, Correlations between

‘ n
* L]

tactics in the gersuasidn strategy are higher with tactics reflective of the other
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_ Table 2 V
v Percentage of Innovation Advocates, by Type of
Educational Setting and Total Pupil Enrollment
in Special Education
/"'{-‘: . )
Type of Educational Total Pupil Enroliment: Special Education o
‘ . Setting . Under 100- , 200- 400- 600- 1000- 2500+ TOTAL
99 199 399 5_99 999 2499 PERCENT
Public School: - > o
Elementary ’ 2.6 2.6 5.2
Y. Public School:
_Elementary & - . ) . :
" Secondary, . 2.6 2.6 2.6 ) 7.8
Publicllnstitutionb . ) - o
Elementary 2,6 ' . 2.6
. o , >
* Private School: , : o . .
/ ‘ © Elementary & N " S K
Secondary .. 5.2 ) : o 5.2
City Public - .
. School District 2.6 10.4 7.8 2.6 5.2 28.6 °
bounty Public ‘ . L
School District 246 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 5.2 18.2
Unified City/ - ' . -~
' County District . . 2.6. 2.6 5.2 )
, Multi-County/ - : -
Regional Unit 2.6 2.6 10.4 5.2 2.6 5.2 28.6
TOTAL 13.0 10.4 31.2 7.8 .13.0 7.8 18.2 101.4*

* Difference from 100% is due to rolGnding.




Table 3

Correlations éetween,Tactic Types, by S%rategy

“ ' »

4
Strategy. Tactic Type 12 3 4 5 6
Y a .
' Idformation 1. Tell vt
M B = ! ! ‘ "
. ‘ , 2. Show T 42x )
- | 3. ‘Discuss  .44% ,28*
‘ Persuasion =~ 4. Influence 54% .43%  62% - . ,
v v - v - . € . . /
5. Involve .39*% .56 ,13  ,32*
%w
Power 6. Reward/ J42%  43*  68* ,59%  28*
. Punish :
7. Mapdate/ 29% 14 .24 .30% 12 .24

Order




_strategies than they are with-each other; and tactics conceived to be part of a
* power strategy do not correlate significantly with each other, but do correlate
§ignificant1y with tactic types reflective of the other°strategies
It was found therefore, that the 1og1ca1 structure of tactic types devised
" by Hull and Kes/er (]975) d1d not permit d1fferent1atlon among advocates when .
app]led to the measurement of the actions they used to 1ntroduce a specific curri—‘
culum into their eduoat1ona1 systems Consequently, a factor analytic procedure
was applied to the LAS to yield an 1nterpretab1e construct. A varimax rotation
y1e1ded factor 1oad1ngs for three factors, as the most pars1mon1ous presentat1on
of the data; a solution-that a11owed‘;4 1tems to be retained and accounted for
' the gréatest amount of variance of any of the solutions’ attempted ¢
The tactic use factors identified from the factor analysis are ;hown in
Table 4. The tab1e also shows the,origiha] c1assiffcation for each item by .
tactic type. The factors were named according to the theoretical conceptuaLiza:L

tion of strategies of.changing dev{sdd by Chin and Benne (1969), to show advocates"

use of empirical-rational, power-coercive, and normative-re-educative tactics. A

rationale for naming the factors was provided by fitting the items in eacb‘factor »
. . - . .
into their framework on the basis of logical analysis (Goldstein, M. 1979). How- -

ever, since the survey was not constructed to test Chin and Benne's theoretical cen-

ceptualization, several elements contained in their formulation were not included

r

in the LAS. Nonetheless, thls approach appeared preferable to generatlng a new

&

framework w1th1n which to describe the tactic use factors.

Table 4 shows that of the seven items identified a ‘components of the empirical-
rational tactic use factor, four items,had originally baen categorized as part of an
\information ctrategy. The remafning items show two inf uence‘tactic actions and one
item reflecting the use of rewards. The commén theme among the items appears to

h - -
be that all represent actions on the part of the innovation advocate that involve

’ [

-
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“* Table 4

, - T
Factor Loadings, by Tactic Use Factor

v
>

.
‘$

LEADERSHIP ACTIONS SURVEY ITEM

FACTOR
- LOADING -

o

ORIGINAL °
TACTIC TYPE
H

¢

- -

Empirical-Ratiénal Tactzc Use Factor

Answered question about the innovation . } .76
at meetings.
Explained the innovation through con- .66

ferences with profess1ona1 staff.

Endorsed the innovation through persons per- \ = .65
ceived as hIghly credible by the teachers.

allow teachers Fo make it their own.

\

Observed the effectiveness of the inno-

.59
vation in classropms. \
Allowed teachers to adapt the 1nnovation | .45

to local conditions.

\

Gave recogn1t10n to teachers for trying .65 '
the innovation.
Asked persons respected by the teachers to . .54
.present the innovation to'them. - ¢ - Y

+ ! T .
Provided explicit instructions by the de- ) .48
veloper-on how %o use the innovation. o
Visited a site which has installed the T .48
innovation. - ~ a

v Powetr-Coercive Tactii/vse Factor*
Set a deadline for teachers to incorporate . 99
the innovation into classroom act1v1taes‘
Compelled teachers to use the 1nnovatlon . .89
Established program policias to insure . .58
the use of the innovation. ‘
Lo * Normative-Re-educative factic'Use Factor

Obsgrved the innovation in operation: .87
Presented the innovgiion 4s unfinished to " .60

discuss

—

discuss .

influence

7

Féward/punish

influence *

tell

/

show

mandate/order

L TN
mandate/order

‘mandate/order -

show T

involve
show -

invglve




the communication of information, and occur outside the classroom.

As shown in Table 4, the three items identified within the power-coercive tac-
t 0 . .
tic use factor were originally categorized as items reflecting innovation aqvocates'

use of mandate/order tactics. This factor, therefore, was strongly associated with

an advocate's use of a power strategy, particularly insofar as advocates used legi-
¥

timate authority as the basis for establishing program policies which they considered

- o

desirable. *
‘The normative-re-educative tactic use factor, also arrayed in ;ab1e 4ﬂ included
two items which were originally categorized as show tactics and two which were
categorized as involve ‘tactics. The common theme among these items is that‘they
’portray the advocate aa ¢reator of the conditions within which teachers may in-

novate, and show teachers as active participants in their own learhing and groigﬁ.

" Unused Items. The seven items whicﬁ did not load on any of the three factors

are shown in Table 5. The percentage of innovation advocatés who Used each tac-

-

tic action is reported, according to whether the action was used with alt, most,'

“half, or few of the teachers for whom the advocate considered the 1nnovatJon to be

,, appropr1ate. Four of the tactic actions were used by more than 50% of the_ advocates
as part of their approach to introducing an innovation. One item of the reward/

thish tactic type, "Gave pa§ to teachers for using the‘innovation," showed no va-

riation among advocates' responses. No,»nnovat1on adyocate reported g1v1ng finan-

c1a1 _rewards to teachers for using the innovation. .,

Innovation Advocate Interview Schedule responses. When the tactic use_faetors

were correlated wtthlltems contained 1in the'IAIS, several siépificant relationships
< were noted. These are shown in Table 6. 1 | '
z The sole significant relationship between the extent of diffuston of the pri-
‘mary level of the Social Learning Curriculum (teachers in possession' of all or

part of the‘curricu1um at the time of the study) was to the empirica17rationa1




N *  Table 5

Innovation ‘Advocates' Extent of Use
of Tactic Actions Not Included .
as;part of the Three-Factor Structure

e . ' . “
t {
‘ s Aetd Extent of Use of Action  Total N p
v - - Tagtic Action Example all most half # few Advocates ercent
Provided teachers with print 28 4 3 1 36 92%
material about the 1nnovat10n. |
Emphasized aspects of the in- 19 7 . 5 32 82% f
novation consistent with what . Ve
the teacher expects.
Provided information about how 15 3 2 " 2 22 56%
the innovation has been used . -
iff other places. ‘ .
Asked teachers to give their 8 '3 2 7 20 51%
reasons for accepting or re-
. Jjecting the innovation. -
Conducted a pilot test of the 5 1 - *6 12 . 31%
innovation. : ) ‘
" Warned teachers. of the conse~- ° 1 1 - - 2 . 5%.
quences of resisting using - :
. the innovation. )
. * Gave pay to teachers for - - - - - - - .-

- u51ng the 1nnovat1on. - P

3 o~ - P S, D
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-~ ' Table 6~

' Relationships Between Tactic Use Facfors
and Innovation Advocaté Interview Items

- /

‘ ) Tactic Use Factors* .

% IAIS Item ER PC NR i
Diffusion of the innovation to teachers*** . 34% f .07 -.04
System of teacher access to the innovation .02 | y =17 ' .05

(total kit, single phase book) i }
" Advocate attendance at a workshop at which _ A VU 1 -.05 .
the innovation was presented (awareness session) ., )
Advocate receipt of feedback from teachers A1* -.07 - 07
about the innovation - ’
Number of meetings/conferences attended by -7 . J27* .04
the advocate out-of-district over a two-year . .
period . .
Numbéer of meetings/conferences attended by .30* . . 30* .10
the advocate, as-a participant, out-of- |\ . .
district over a two-year period 3
. . v
y .Y i -

*=p .05

** EFR=empirical-rational tactic use factor; PC=power-coercive tactic use factor; -
and NR=nogmative-re-educative tactic use factor

*** The measure of diffusion was calculated us1ng—the follow1ng formula:

Padj = a-b+t+c

a = the number of -teachers in possession of
the primary level of the nnovation

b = the number of teachers whose classds. were
cansidered appropriate to use the primary
level of the innovation

c = a constant v




tactic use factor. Fromlihe data it may also be seen that empirical-rational tactic

- . . - A
users appeared to make greater use of resources external to their educational settings,
“ v
through partiquation in professional conferences and attendance at a workshop at

which the innovation was presented, than did low empirical-rational tactic users.

In addition, tﬁey sought teacher feedback concerning the innovation prior to its

’ ( imp]ementation Advocates' use of empirical-rational tactlcs suggests their reliance

on commun1cat1on as the primary means by which they influence the 1ntrodg531on of

innovation into their systems: specifically, the two-way flow of informationsbetween

- \

advocates and teachers.

Advocates use aof power coerqgve tactics re]ated p051t1ve1y to the1r atten-

’ [

dance and part1c1pat1on in profess1ona1 meetlngs outside their schoo1,§yste@s.
Co _wh11e high power-coercive tactic users may seek information about innovative prac-

tices throhgh the use of professional resourees beyond their school_systems, fhere

was no indicatiom of the use to which the information’is put after it is obtained,

Least information was obtained concerning advocates' use of normative-re-educa-
b

tive tactics to introduce curriculum innovation, since no significant relationships
-4 PN . . .
were found between the normative-re-educative tactic use factor and measures of

supportive advocacy actions that might have been used. ‘It is p0551b1e that this

A

factor reflects an advocacy approach in which the advocate creates the condltfons

within which others may innovate or a laissez-faire approach in which the advocate

. ' N, . . .
does not attempt to influence teachers' actions with respect to innovative prac-
: \

tices. It is also possible that a combination of these approaches is reflected in

the normative-re-educative tactic use factor. Clearly, one avenue for further re-

~

search is the need to more fully define and refine ways in which ‘this factor, might

*u N f

.be more adequately assessed. §
F
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Summary and Implications

- This study of administrative tactics used to introduce a curriculum innovation

~ hd .

into sp%pia1 education .programs employed survey and interview procedures. The sur-

_ vey was adapted from ear{ier work By Hull and Kester (1975), -based on their theo-
retical framework of tactic types logically structured to reflect the amouﬁt of
W“.fkeedom of choice avai?ab1e>t5 Ehe prospe;five implementor of the innovation. Hull
" and Kester's 1ogica1‘stkuctﬁring of tacti;‘types did not differentiate among advo-.
‘cates' actions to introdﬁce_a‘currigulum innovafion. Consequently, a factor ana]yf
tic procedure was app1iedvtblthé datg. Three tactic use factors were identified and

~

named following Chin and Benne's (1969) conEeptua]izatign of strategies of changing,
to reflect advocates' use-of empirical-rational, power-coercive, and normative- o
» re-educative tactics. The identifjcation of these factors offers a degree of empi-
r?eé] support“for the theoreticéf efforts of Chin.and‘genne (1969),Sieber)(1972), and _
q.pﬁheﬁs._ ’
The findings of this study suggest that high empirica]-rationa{ tactic.users
had greater influence on the introduction of the curricuium innovation, as evidencéﬁ
« 7 by the two-way communicatipn that they maintained with prospective implementors and
by their interest in gaining more information abgut the innovativbn through wgrkshOp
p{tendancg. Less information is available concerning advocacy patterns for high’
powe;~cd§?Eivé tactic users. While they did demonkthate outreach for information,

as seen in their attendance and participation in meetings beyond the boundaries of

their school systems, thege is no way to determine the extent to which this had any
impact on advocacy behaviors used in their school systems. The absence of informa-

tion concérning the active qdvocacy role o% high normative-re-educative tactic user;
. suggests that further research fs needed to identify more’discretely tactics asso-

~ ciated with this factor. The findings reported must be viewed cautiously, due to

L3
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11m1tat10ns of sawple s1ze and the self-report procedures that were.used for data

~
A

.

co}]ectlon. Consequent]y, further study is needed to validate the factor structure,

using a more diverse array of items and other types of innovations. Additionally, \
. ) lmproved measures of tactlc use that do not Ye]y solely on advocates seLf reports
are needed if we are to galn greater understand1ng of.the complex process: of intro=

» -

duc1ng innovation in educat1ona1 settings.

]

" The introdugtion of. a curriculum 1nnovat1on into a school or. schoo] dlStrlCt
is, in fact, a comp]ex undertaking. It is wortg potIng, ﬁowever, that thls repre-
§ sents only the first step in‘the innovetion“processl Equally important a:e the
consequences of usipg a perticuTar pattern of tactic use for the fate of the inno-
vation oncé it is in the possessien of implementors. At a time of great social
“and economic change,i;?th the prospect of sﬁbstantia] impact on education, these

represent worthy areas for future attention in the educational research community.

N e , ' "
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| Appendix C

. N LEADERSHIP‘ACTIONS_SURVEY

7 DIRECTIONS ' N
| Attached you will fipd a survey containing twenty-four examples of
actions that you might have used with your feachers as part_of a p1!.r£o have
them Tearn about and use the Social Learning Curriculum. (Where a referenct is
made in the Servey to hinnovation,“ the reference is to the Social Learning
Curriculum.) Keep in mind that these actions might have been part of a larger
plan as, for examp]e, a tra1n1ng session or workshop

You are asked to check the box wh1ch most accurately ineicates the extent
to which you used eash action, according to the categories prov1ded be]qy.

"ALL - The action was used with all of theiteachers for whom I considered
; ‘ the level of the Social Learning Curriculum to be appropriate.

MOST

The action was used with less than all, but more than half, of the
teachers for whom I considered the level of the Social Learning
Curriculum to be appropriate.

The action was used'withalf of the teachers for whom I considered
the level of the Social Léarning CurricuTum to be appropriate.

HALF

FEW -‘lThe action was used with less than half, but more than none, of the
teachers for whom I considered the level of the Social Learn1ng b
ii . - Curriculum to be appropriate.

; NONE

The action was not used with any of the teachers for whom I considered
the lével of the Social Learn1ng Curriculum to be appropriate. -

Further, since you may feel that‘certa1n of the actions were more useful
- than others: I ask that' you check (47 the six actions that you considered to
be the most important e]emenps of your p1éh to assist your teachers to(1earn
about, and to use, Phe Social Learping Curriculum.

Finally, if you used actions other than those included in this survey,

please 1ist them fn the space provided for that purpose.

N
N

l Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

ERIC " : 3v
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. o . LEADERSHIP ACTIONS SBRVEY -
. ]b“’ . )

*  ACTION EXAMPLE ~ /& &
\ X/ /) F

t

"1. Provided teachers Eith printed materials about
the innovation.

2. Asked persons respected by the teachers to
present the innovation to them.

. . ! \ .
3. Provided information about how the ¥nnovation
has been used in other places.

4. Presented the innovation as unfinished to
allow teachers to make it their own.
S
5. Emphasized aspects of the innovation that are
consistent with what the teacher expects.

6._ Answered questions about the innovation '
at meetings. 7 Viaa

s

7. Gave recognition to teachers for trying
the innovation.

8. Set a deadline for teachers to incorporate the
innovation into their classroom activities.

9. Asked teachers to give their reasons for
accepting or rejecting the innovation. SN

—_ 10. Observed the effect1veness of the 1nno ation - o
in classrooms.

11. Warned teachers of the consequences of
resisting using the innovation.

12. Endorsed the innovation through persons
perceived as highly credible by the teachers.

—_ 13. Provided explicit instructions by the developer
on how to use the innovation.

14. Allowed the teachers to adapt the innovation

_ to local conditions.
._:ﬁﬁ. 15. Explained the innovation through conferences

with professional staff.

I
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et | 1
Acgm EXAMPLE -

-
16. Visited a site which has installed the innovation.

——

: 17. Compelled teachers to use the innovation.

18. Conducted a pilot test of the innovation.

19. Gave pay to teachers for using the innovation.

20. Observed the innovation in operation.

21. Established program policies to insure the use
of the jinnovation.

22. Informed teachers about the innovation at ~
meetings. N

—_— 23. Required teachers to use the innovation in J/
their classrooms.

—_ 24. Tried the innovation on a small scale.

pe
-

Now, please check () the six actions which you considered to be most
useful in assisting teachers to become .familiar with, and to use, the
Social Learning Curriculum. Space is provided at the left for this purpose.

-

Finally, please 1ist below any actions that you used which were not 1nc1uded
among the action examples in tht; survey.

' Thank you.”




